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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 1/3/06 have been fully 
considered but they are moot in view of a new ground of 
rejection below. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under , 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published 
under section 122(b), by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the 
effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the 
United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English 
language. 

Claims 35-36 and 39-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Kraenzel et al. US patent 6,742,026. 

As per claim 35, Kraenzel teaches a method for initiating a 
software download, the method comprising: 

providing a web page to a client computer (col. 18 lines 35- 
41 download page 23 0) ; 
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offering to provide a software application to a user of the 
client computer (services, application and subscriptions, col. 19 
lines 5-15, lines 45-53, col. 35 lines 45-50); and 

only if the user specifically agrees to receive the 
software application by so responding to a security prompt 
(col. 33 line 52 to col. 34 lines 5, lines 12-27), downloading the 
software application to the client in chunks (packets) . 

As per claim 36, Kraenzel teaches the network is Internet 
(inherent from the usage of HTTP and web server (col. 9 - 
col. 10) ) . 

As per claims 39-40, they are rejected under similar 
rationales as for claim 39-40 above. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is 
not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject 
matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 
the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 37, 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kraenzel et al. US patent 6,742/026. 

As per claims 37 and 41, Kraenzel provides security prompts 
(fig. 26 steps 553 to 556) . Kraenzel does not specifically 
disclose the security prompt is a Verisign™ prompt. It is well 
known in the art that Verisign™ is one of the largest provider 
security certification to authenticate web sites. Hence, it 
would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to 
use Verisign™ security prompt. 

Claims 1-34, and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kraenzel et al. US patent 6/742,026 and 
further in view of Turner et al. US patent 7,003,554. 

As per claim 1, Kraenzel teaches a method of initiating 
software download, comprising: 

accessing via a network a page of a web site utilizing a 
browser application (col. 34 lines 11-15), wherein a plug-in 
application resides in the web site (col. 9 lines 22-33); 

determining whether the client computer is suitable for 
receiving the plug-in application (fig. 26 step 551 - the login 
progress) ; 



Application/Control Number: 10/056,956 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2153 

downloading the plug- in application from the web site to 
the client computer if the client computer is determined 
suitable (fig. 26 step 557); 

Kraenzel does not teach the plug- in downloads a download 
manager and the download manager downloads software application 
in chunks to the client computer. Kraenzel uses the plug- in to 
directly download the applications (col. 35 lines 45-50). 

In similar field of software download, Turner teaches 
downloading to the client a download manager (col. 4 lines 5-25 
software delegate 112) . The download manager permits 
downloading of large application (network object 106) in chunks 
(portions) in the background so as not to interfere with the 
user usage of the network (col. 4 lines 25 to 47). Hence, it 
would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the teaching of Turner with Kraenzel to have the plug- in 
download a download manager because it would have improved the 
system by permitting downloading of large files in the 
background while permitting the user full use of the network 
bandwidth . 

As per claim 2, Kraenzel teaches the plug- in is Active X or 
Javascript (col. 9 lines 24-32). 
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As per claim 3, Kraenzel teaches the browser requires the 
user authorization to download the plug-in application (col. 34 
lines 15-27) . 

As per claim 4, Kraenzel teaches displaying a message to 
the user (fig. 26 steps 553 to 556) . 

As per claim 5, Kraenzel does not specifically teach 
displaying another web page if the authorization to download the 
plug- in is denied. However, it would have been obvious for one 
of ordinary skill in the art to display another web page such as 
page with further information on the plug- in or the provider so 
as to persuade the user to authorize the installation of the 
plug-in. 

As per claim 6, Kraenzel does not specifically teach 
storing the authorization in the client. It is well known in 
the art to store information in client (e.g. in cookies) . It 
would have been obvious to store the authorization in the client 
because it would have enabled the usage of the plug- in at 
another time without having to ask for the user permission 
again. 

As per claim 7, Kraenzel does not specifically discloses 
determining the suitability include determining the number of 
times the client computer has accessed the web site. It is well 
known in the art to limit the number of time a client can 
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attempt to log in to a web site. It would have been obvious for 
one of ordinary skill in the art to determine the suitability of 
the client computer to include the number of times the client 
computer has attempted to access the web site because it would 
have improved the security of the system. 

As per claim 8, Kraenzel does not specifically teach 
displaying another web page if the client computer is determined 
to be unsuitable (e.g. the client is not logged in) . However, 
it is well known in the art to display an error page for login 
failure- It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill 
in the art to display another web page such as an error page so 
as to indicate that the user has not been successfully logged 
in. 

As per claim 9, Kraenzel does not specifically teach 
displaying a license agreement prior to downloading of the plug- 
in. However, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary 
skill in the art to do so because it would have provided a legal 
protection for the provider and/or a legal claim against the 
user for misuse of the application. 

As per claim 10, Kraenzel does not specifically teach using 
another web site to perform the suitability determination. It is 
well known in the art to use a third party to authenticate a 
user. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
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the art to contract with another web site to authenticate the 
user because it would have enabled the usage of a security site 
specialized in the process to perform the function. 

As per claim 11, Kraenzel does not specifically teach 
launching another window to determine the suitability of the 
client computer. It is well known in the art to provide login, 
prompt via the same web page or in a separate window. Each has 
it own advantage and disadvantages. The usage of either method 
would have been readily apparent to one of ordinary skill in the 
art and would have been an obvious variation from each other. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to use a separate window because it would maintain separation of 
the initial page from the login prompt and permit each to be 
modified separately. 

As per claims 12-22 and 23-33, they are system and computer 
readable medium carrying out functions equivalent to the method 
claims 1-11. Hence, they are rejected under similar rationale as 
for claims 1-11 above. 

As per claim 34, it is rejected under similar rationale as 
for claims 1+7 above. 

As per claim 38, Kraenzel does not specifically teach 
downloading a download manager. The obvious rationale is the 
same as that stated for claim 1 above. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Dung Dinh 
whose telephone number is (571) 272-3943. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 7:00 AM - 3:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Glenton Burgess can be 
reached at (571) 272-3949. 

The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 




Dung Dinh 
Primary Examiner 
March 20, 2006 



